FILED

APR 19 2006
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS CATHY A, CATTERSON, CLERK

S. COURT OF APPEALS

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

SIBILINA KRAULETZ HERNANDEZ, No. 05-71127

Petitioner, Agency No. A75-476-093
V.
MEMORANDUM”
ALBERTO R. GONZALES, Attorney
Generd,
Respondent.

On Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted April 10, 2006 ~

Before: KOZINSKI, RYMER and PAEZ, Circuit Judges.
Thisisapetition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA)

denial of petitioner’'s motion to reopen.

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and may not be
cited to or by the courts of this circuit except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.

This pand unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without
oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



05-71127

To the extent petitioner challenges the denial of her application for
cancellation of removal, we lack jurisdiction to address those claims. See
Membreno v. Gonzales, 425 F.3d 1227, 1229 (9th Cir. 2005) (en banc) (holding
that court of appeals lacks jurisdiction to review challenge to the underlying BIA
decision where petition seeks review of denial of amotion to reopen).
Accordingly, this petition for review is dismissed in part.

Moreover, areview of therecord reflectsthat the questions raised by
petitioner’ s challenge to the BIA’s denial of the motion to reopen are so
insubstantial as not to require further argument. See United States v. Hooton, 693
F.2d 857, 858 (9th Cir. 1982) (per curiam) (stating standard). Accordingly,
respondent’ s motion for summary disposition isgranted. See 8 C.F.R.
§1003.2(c)(1) (“A motion to reopen proceedings shall state the new facts that will
be proven at ahearing . . . and shall be supported by affidavits or other evidentiary
material.”).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED IN PART, DENIED IN PART.



